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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Application 10/072,852, filed on 2/6/2002. 
No prior art was filed with the application. 

2. Claims 1-17 are pending in this case. Claims 1, 9, and 14-17 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3 Claims 1 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
"Laura Lemay's Teach Yourself Web Publishing with HTML 4 In 14 Days: 
Professional Reference Edition, Second Edition" by Laura Lemay, 1997, by Sams, 
net publishing, hereinafter Lemay. 

4. Regarding independent claim 1, Lemay discloses on page 320 that there are different 
colors used for URLs that have been accessed as opposed to those that have not been 
accessed. This inherently implies a method of managing outdated URLs in a computing 
system (the clicked-on/not-clicked on factor is managed), comprising: examining a state 
stamp flag included in a URL (the URL inherently must include a flag containing its state 
so that the color can be displayed); and if the state stamp flag indicates that the URL is 
fresh, then performing both a complementary operation and a navigational operation 
(only if the link is fresh will the color be changed) otherwise, performing only the 
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navigational operation (if not, the color has been changed and the link will only be used 
to navigate). 

5. Regarding independent claim 14, it is a computing system that performs the method of 
claim 1 and it is rejected under similar rationale. 

6. Regarding independent claim 15, Lemay discloses on page 320 that there are different 
colors used for URLs that have been accessed as opposed to those that have not been 
accessed. This inherently implies a method of managing outdated links in a computing 
system (some are outdated, some are not) comprising: examining a user status of a user 
and a Web application status of a Web application (this is inherent to ordinary browser 
operation); generating a state stamp based on the user status and the Web application 
status(the clicked-on/not-clicked on factor is managed); updating the state stamp each 
time that the either the user status changes or the Web application status changes(the 
clicked-on/not-clicked on factor is managed); generating a Web page, the Web page 
displaying a plurality of URLs(this is inherent to ordinary browser operation); 
incorporating the updated state stamp into each URL, of the plurality of URLs(the 
clicked-on/not-clicked on factor is managed); receiving a first URI, to a second Web 
page, the first URL selected by the user and incorporating a first state stamp, the first 
URL storing instructions to perform a navigational operation and an complementary 
operation (as a fresh URL, it will contain instructions to navigate and change color); 
comparing the first state stamp with a most current value of the updated state stamp (the 
stamp regulates the color change); and if the first state stamp matches the most current 
value of the update state stamp, then performing the navigational and the complementary 
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operation and if the updated state stamp is more recent than the first state stamp(the 
stamp regulates the color change); then performing the navigational operation and not 
performing the complementary operation (stale links don't change color). 

7. Regarding independent claim 16, it is a variant of claim 1 whose essential variant is 
that there is a state stamp that is managed, but this is inherent to Lemay as presented to 
reject claim 1, and hence claim 16 is rejected in a manner analogous to claim 1. 

8. Regarding independent claim 17, it is a variant of claim 16 that is functionally 
equivalent to claim 16 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 2 and 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lemay, further in view of King et al. (USPN 5,895,471— filing date 12/22/1997), 
hereinafter King. 

10. Regarding dependent claim 2, Lemay discloses receiving a URL (this is inherent to 
transmitting a URL in a browser, which is alluded to in Lemay), the URL including the 
state stamp flag (this is inherent to maintaining whether the link has been clicked on), a 
URL state stamp (this is necessary to hold the flag). Lemay fails to disclose a session 
identifier that identifies a user session. However, King discloses in col. 7, lines 1-20 the 
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use of session identifiers to identify user sessions. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a session identifier as in King in 
the invention of Lemay because it is a necessary part of session authentication. 

1 1 . Regarding independent claim 9, it is a server that performs the functionality of the 
methods of claims 1 and 2 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

12. Regarding dependent claim 10, Lemay and King fail to disclose a database to store the 
stored state stamp, the database being coupled to the interface, the server page, and the 
session management engine. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the 
time of the invention that databases could have been used to store information and 
coupled to other aspects of a web interface in order to provide a robust, reliable means of 
storing information. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have used a database in order to provide a robust, reliable means 
of storing information. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 11, this claim includes limitations that are analogous to 
limitations from claim 2 and are rejected under similar rationale. 

14. Claims 3-8 and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lemay, further in view of King, further in view of Shi et al. (USPN 5,875,296— 
filing date 1/28/1997), hereinafter Shi. 

15. Regarding dependent claim 3, Lemay and King fail to disclose determining whether the 
user session is authenticated. However, Shi, in col. 3, lines 20-50 describes ascertaining 
whether the session is authenticated in order to use cookies successfully. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to determine 
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whether the session is authenticated in Lemay and King in the manner of Shi in order to 
increase the capabilities of Lemay and King by using cookies to facilitate persistent 
information transferral. 

16. Regarding dependent claim 4, Lemay and King fail to disclose if the user session is not 
authenticated, then re-authenticating the user session, and updating a stored state stamp. 
However, Shi, in col. 3, lines 20-50 describes if the user session is not authenticated then 
re-authenticating the user session and updating a stored state stamp (this is how the 
session is managed via cookies). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to re-authenticate the user session and updating a 
stored state stamp in order to use cookies successfully. 

17. Regarding dependent claim 5, Lemay and King fail to disclose determining whether the 
URL state stamp matches the stored state stamp. However, Shi, in col. 3, lines 20-50 (see 
especially 30-35; when the URL state stamp is used as a login profile such comparison 
occurs) discloses a determination of whether the URL state stamp matches the stored 
state stamp. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to check the URL state stamp against the stored state stamp in order to use 
it as a login protocol. 

18. Regarding dependent claim 6, Lemay and King fail to disclose if the URL state stamp 
does not match the stored state stamp, then adjusting the state stamp flag to indicate that 
the URL is stale; executing the URL; and performing the act of examining. However, 
Shi processes cookies according to the flags associated with them, adjusts the flags, and 
executes and examines the URLs in col. 3, lines 20-50. It would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to adjust the state stamp flag, 
execute the URL, and examine the URL 

19. Regarding dependent claim 7, Lemay and King fail to disclose if the URL state stamp 
matches the stored state stamp, then updating a stored state stamp; executing the URL 
and performing the act of examining. However, Shi processes cookies according to the 
flags associated with them, adjusts the flags, and executes and examines the URLs in col. 
3, lines 20-50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to update the state stamp flag, execute the URL, and examine the URL 

20. Regarding dependent claim 8, Lemay and King fail to disclose creating HTML files to 
send to a client to form a Web page at the client, the HTML files including a sent URL; 
incorporating the stored state stamp and a sent state stamp flag into the sent URL; 
adjusting the sent state stamp flag to indicate that the URL is fresh. However, Shi in col. 
3, lines 20-50 (see especially lines 20-35) discloses compiling an HTTP request 
comprising of HTML that adjust state flags. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use HTTP requests comprised of 
HTML that adjust state flags because it would facilitate user interactivity for the state flag 
process. 

21 . Regarding dependent claim 12, Lemay and King fail to disclose that the session 
management engine determines whether the user session is authenticated, and, if the user 
session is not authenticated, re- authenticates the user session and updates the stored state 
stamp. However, this limitation is analogous to claims 3 and 4 and is rejected in a similar 
manner in view of Shi. 
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22. Regarding dependent claim 13, Lemay and King fail to disclose that the server 
according to claim 12, wherein if the session management engine compares the URL 
state stamp with the stored state stamp and the URL state stamp does not match the stored 
state stamp, then the session management engine adjust the state stamp flag to indicate 
that the URL is stale, otherwise the session management engine updates the stored state 
stamp. However, this limitation is analogous to claims 6 and 7 and is rejected in a similar 
manner in view of Shi. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

USPN 5,961,601 (filing date 6/7/1996)— Iyengar 
USPN 6,61 1,835 (filing date 5/4/2000)— Huang et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4129. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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